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b  at  issue  was  the  unique,  or  multiple,  authorship  of 


the  Piers  P&wan  poem.    M.  J.  J-  Jusserand  and  Prof.  J.  M.  Manly, 
of  the  University  of  Chicago,  entered  the  field  of  literary  polemics 
in  defense  of  opposing  claims,  the  latter  advancing  the  theory  that 
five  authors  writing  successively  were  concerned  in  the  production 
of  the  poem,  and  M.  Jusserand  contending  for  the  traditional  view 
that  the  B  and  C  versions  were  simply  re^crt*t*n$s  of  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  A- version  by  the  author  himself.'   The  thickest  of  the 
fight  w«s-Tr5g»TJ~«r©wad.  the  treatment  aew*wd  the  Seven  Deadly  Sins 
in  the  episode,  where  they  s^erally  shrive  themselves  to  Repentance (2) 
after  the  exhortation  of  Conscience  in  A,  and  Reason  in  B  and  C. 

Prof.  Manly  was  led  by  a  careful  reading  of  the  separate  text 
edition  of  the  Piers  Plowman  published  for  the  Early  English  Text 
Society (3)  "to  question  very  seriously  the  current  view  in  regard  to 
the  relation  of  the  three  versions(4) " .    A  careful  study  of  the  poem 
he  /oes  on  to  say  in  the  same  article,  convinced  him  that  not  one, 
but  five,  authors,  writing  successively,  produced  the  ce»p4*te  work 
in  the  tri- textual  form  in  which  we  have  it.   The  poem  is  distribu- 
ted among  the  five  authors  in  the  following  manner :  the  first  eight 


(1)   M.  Jusserand »s  and  Prof.  Manly 's  articles  appeared  in  the  pages 
of  Modern  Philology.  Added  to  this  is  Prof  Manly  sc  apt    n  the 
PiefTTlowgan   in  the  Cj^j^^eJUstojx^?_-E?Sli-s-h-  Literature.   The 
arTicleiTire  in  the  order  of  their  appearance: 
1    J.  M.  Manl",  TJie^osJ:_I^f_of_J^ers_^_Plow?_an  ,Mod  .  Phil., Ill, 

iJanU?7^  ^U.^Jf  ^Plowman  and  its  Sequence,  Cambridge  Hist- 

crv  of  English  Literature,  vol.  II,  chap.  1,  pp. 1-42  (1908). 

5?   J.  J   Jusserand,  Piers  Plowman:  the  Work  of  One  or  of  Jive?, 

Mod.  Phil.,  VI,  271-3.9,  (January,  1909). 

4.   J.  M.  Manly,  The  Authorship  of  Piers  Plowman,  Mod.  Phil.,  vn, 

5?'14J !  iJUJusse?anTT Piers  Plowman:  the  Work  of  One.  or  of  Jive? , 
Mod.  Phil.,  VII,  289-326,  (January,  1910). 

(2)  A,  V,  43-259;   B,  V,  61-484;   C,  VII, 1   -   VIII,  119. 

(3)  Original  Series,  28,  38,  and  54. 

(4)  Mod.  Phil.,  HI,  359. 


passus  of  the  A- text  are  the  work  of  th«  first  author;  the  principal 
part  of  the  vision  of  Dowel  (specifically  from  the  beginning  of 
Passus  IX  to  the  middle  of  Passus  XII  in  the  MS.  Rawl .  Poet.  137) 
was  added  by  the  second  author;  Johan  But,  the  third  author,  not  on- 
ly added  lines  101-112  of  Passus  XII  in  the  MS.  Rawl .  Poet  137,  but 
is  responsible  for  the  continuation  of  tat  passus  at  the  point  (a- 
bout  the  middle,  though  Prof.  Manly  does  net  indicate  the  particu- 
lar line  or  lines)  where  the  second  author  left  off;  finally  B  and  C 
versions  followed  in  course  of  time,  each  by  a  separate  author. 

The  materials  supporting  these  conclusions*  were  drawn  fror:: 
the  style, language,  meter. and  dialect  of  the  various  versions.   Much 
was  published  in  the  course  of  the  controversy,  but  it  was  not  deemed 
adequate  by  the  opponents  of  Prof.  Manly ' s  theory  to  establish  his 
contention.   At  presen^the  mere  detailed  and  exhaustive  presenta- 
tion  of  -frtrt  arguments,  promised  by  Prof.  Manly;is  awaited.    One  of 
the  pivotal  points,  however,  of  the  whole  discussion  has  been  the 
smaller  problem  which  was  the  subject  matter  of  Prof.  Manly' s  first 
article.    This  is  the  treatment  of  the  Seven  Deadly  Sins  in  Passus 
V  of  the  A-text.   The  omission  cf  Wrath  from  the  A  list  was  long  a 
matter  of  comment  to  students  of  the  poem  (1).    Prof"-  Manly's  con- 
tribution to  the  subject  is  the  attempt  to  account  for  its  omission 
on  the  score  of  a  mishap  to  an  archetypal  MS. 

The  passus  describes  how  the  personifications  of  the  Seven 
Deadly  Sins  come  forward  to  confess  and  promise  amendment.    The  last 
of  these  is  Sloth.   The  passage  concerning  this  sin  begins  with 
1.  222  and  is  commonly  thought  to  continue  to. and  including;  1.  241. 
Following  this  passage  comes  the  confession  of  Robert  the  Robber  (11. 
242-259).    Of  the  lines  ascribed  to  Sloth  Prof  Manly  considers  11. 


(1)    See,  for  instance,  Skeat,  Oxford  Ed 
Description  of  the  3-text . 


!d  • ,  vol .  II ,  p.  aI,   4 


236-241  entirely   out  of  harmony  with  the  character  of  that  sin. 

They  contain  a  promise  of  restitution. 

And  3it  I-chulle  Jelden  a^eyn     if  I  so  muche  haue,    236 

Al  that  I  wikkedliche  won     seththe  I  wit  hade. 

And  thauh  my  lyflode  lakke    le:ten  I  nulle 

That  vche  mon  schal  habben  his    er  ich  herme  wende:7 

And  with  the  residue  and  the  remenaunt     (bi  the  rode  of 

Chester!)  210 

I  schal  seche  seynt  Treuthe    er  I  seo  Rome! 

These  lines  Prof.  Manly  pronounces  more  applicable  to  Robert  the 

Robberthan  to  Sloth.   As  such  th^y  are  a  part  of  Robert 's   confession 

or  a  suggestion  made  to  him  by  someone  else.    The  lines  containing 

this  suggestion, or  the  earlier  part  of  Robert's  confession, he  thinks 

are  lost,  and  that,  accordingly,  we  have  a  lacuna  between  11.  235- 

236  of  Skeat ' s  numbering. 

The  omission  of  Wrath  Prof.  Manly  believes  constitutes  another 

lacunaThe  question,  therefore .suggested  itself  to  him,  Can  any  con- 

nection  between  these  two  gaps  be  discovered.   Prof.  Manly  came 

to  the  conclusion  that  thi*re  could  be  a  ccnnacticn  established  if  we 

assumed  tr.at  a  leaf  of  the  original  of  all  existing  MRS.  was  lost. 

By  a  series  of  ingenious  measurements  of  MS.  leaves  and  a  computing 

of  the  number  of  linesy.such  leaves  contain,  he  estimated  that/i.4  (in?S 

between  the  two  gaps  would  just  about  fill  up  the  four  pages  of  a  MS. 

leaf.    If,  now,  this  leaf  were  the  center  of  a  quire  or  gathering, 

the  loss  of  a  leaf  immediately  next  to  it  would  allow  enough  space 

for  a  confession  of  Wrath  and  a  proper  transition  fron:  Sloth  to 

Robert  the  Robber .Confirmation  of  this  argument  he  finds  in  the  abrupt 

closing  of  the  confession  of  Env£,  the  lost  leaf  having  removed  not 

only  the  confession  of  Wrath  but  also  +A e  vow  of  amendment  which  is 

lacking  to  Enyy^s  confession.   The  loss  of  the  leaf  was  not  noticed 

by  the  scribe,  or  scribes,  who  made  th«  first  copies  from  the  ori:-in- 

a"1  MS ., land  "'ines  107  and  236  were  made  to  follow  immediately  upon 

lines  106  and  235  respectively 


10 

When  the  B  author  comes  to  this  episode  and  finds  these 
two  inaccuracies,  we  would  expect  him,  if  the  same  author  as  A,  to 
remedy  them  in  the  manner  that  A  would  remedy  them.    But  this  is 
exactly  what  Prof  Manly  accuses  him  of  not  doing.    His  words  are: 
"The  omissicn  of  Wrath  and  the  confusion  as  to  Sloth  w^re  noticed 
by  B,  and  he  treated  them  rather  ingeniously.    He  introduced  in  the 
earlier  part  of  Sloth's  confession  a  declaration  that  he  had  often 
been  so  slothful  as  to  withhold  the  wages  of  his  servants  and  to  for- 
get things^  he  had  borrowed.    To  supply  the  omission  of  Wrat/,,  he 
himself  wrote  a.  Confessio  Ir<±e,  totally  different  in  style  from  the 
work  of  A,  and,inleed,  more  appropriate  £&r   envy  than  £#*•  Wrath,  con- 
taining as  it  doesy  no  very  distinct  traits  of  Wrath."  (1)    Hence 
Prof.  Manly  concludes  that  B  is  not  the  same  author  as  A. 

In  a  similar  way  the   C  author  shows  a  misunderstanding  of 
both  A  and  B  sufficiently  g^ave  to  stamp  him  a  still  another  person 
by  transferring  the  Restitution  and  » flkfri't  lines  to  an  entirely  new 
situation  in  C.   Prof.  Manly  does  not  develop  this  latter  point, 
but  it  follows  by  inference  if  his  theory  of  the"lost  leaf'is  ad- 
mitted . 

M.  Jusserand  will  not  admit  that  the  the  arguments  drawn 
from  the  style,  diction,  language  and  meter  of  the  various  versions 
prove  multiple  authorship.    The  alleged  misunderstandings  of  the 
author  of  A  by  the  author  of  B,  and  those  of  the  author  of  B  by  the 
author  of  C,  are  held  to  be  only  sucn^as  any  man  might  make  who  was 
re-handling  and  re-shaping  his  work  throughout  a  life  time.  A  crux, 
hov/ever,  is  met  in  the  passage  treating  of  the  confession  of  the 
Seven  Deadly  Sins. «  M»  Jusserand  admits  the  omission  of  Wrath  and 
the  inaccuracy  of  ascr  bing  restitution  to  Sloth.    Prof,  ilanly's 


(1)    Mod.  Phil.  ,  III,  365. 


11 

i 

ingenious  theory  of  the  "lost  X^f"  is  enthusiastically  contended ( 1 ) , 
but  not  held  to  be  .he  sole  c   xplanation.    Wrath  is  thought  to  be 
omitted  from  the  A-text  througl  the  careless  and  sketchy  habits  of 
composition  of  the  author  in  the  first  draught  before  revision  was 
undertaken.   M.  Jusser^nd  gives  a  table(2)  of  the  various  first 
attempts  of  th«  author  at  a  list  of  the  S^ven  Deadly  Sins,  which  is 
designed  to  show  that  at  every  such  first  attempt  the  author  through 
negligence  failed  to  record  one  of  the  sins(3) .    To  account  for 
the  confusion  at  1.  235  f 1 . ,  which  was  allowed  to  stand  in  BaM.  Jus- 
s9rand  inclines  tc  another  theory  that  has  been  advanced,  and  one 
that  may  be  so  modified  as  to  allow  only  one  charge  of  faulty  revision 
to  be  laid  against  the  common  author  of  all  the  versicns(4). 

The  theory  is  that  of  the  "misplaced  sheet"  of  Dr.    Henry 
Bradley (5).'   Ke  assumes  that  the  author  was  accustomed  to  use  loose 
sheets  of  paper  in  composition,  which  were  afterwards  arranged  in 
fascicles  and  handed  to  the  scribe  in  th^  same  way  as  "copy"  of  to- 
day is  handed  to  the  printer.    Dr.  Bradley's  theory  is  that  a  sheet, 
or  sheets,  containing  the  confession  of  Wrath  was  lost,  and  a  sheet 
containing  11.  236-  259,  became  misplaced,  the  proj-er  place  for  these 
lines  being  within  the  confession  of  Covetyse,  where  C  puts  them(6). 


(1)  Mod.  Phil.  .VI^  -  Mr.  R.  W.  Chambers  (Mod.  Lang.  Rev .  ,  V,  2) 
wrongly  asserts  that  Jusserand  follows  Manly' s  theory.  ha  merely 
commends  it  for  its  ingenuity;  but  accepts  the  theory  of  Dr.    Bradley, 

(2)  Mod.  Phil. ,  VI, 

(3)  I  shall  treat  this  matter  at  length  in  chapter'/:'-'  I»P« 

(4)  Mod.  Phil.  VI, 

(5)  H.  Bradley,   The  Misplaced  Leaf  _o_f  Piejrs  th_e_  Plowman,  Athnaeum, 
April  21,  1906,  p.  481. 

(6)  C,VII,  309-330. 
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THE   SEVEN   DEADLY   SINS   IN   "PIERS   THE  PLOY/MAN" 
GENERAL   VIEW   OP   THE   VARIOUS   LISTS 


M.  Jusserand  finds  four  lists  of  the  Seven  Deadly  Sins 
in  "Pi*rs  the  Plowman".   The  first  two  lists  are  the  Peiffing 
of  Meed  and  the  Confession  of  the  Seven  Deadly  Sins,  which  are 
the  only  ones  occurring  in  the  A-taxt.   Both  omit  Wrath:  hut 
this  sin  is  supplied  in  both  instances  in  the  later  revisions  of 
the  poem.   The  third  list  occurs  only  in  B  XIII,  and  is  the  pas- 
sage that  describes  the  stains  on  Haukyn's  coat.   This  list  is 
complete.   The  fourth  list  of  M.  Jussarand's  counting  is  found 
in  B  XIV,  and  is  retained  unchanged  in  the  corresponding  passus 


(XVII)  of  the  C-text. 


In  this  list,  which  shows  the  immunity 
of  the  poor  from  the  ravages  of  the  Sins,  Envy  is  omitted,  and 
the  omission  is  not  supplied  in  the  C-text.    These  data  lead 


M.  Jusserand  to  conclude  that  at  each  first  attempt  at  a  list 
of  the  Seven  Deadly  Sins/Vthe  poet, through  negligence, fails  to 
record  <va  of  them;  .  A  table,  which  gives  a  schematic  view  of 
these  data,  is  furnished  by  M.  Jusserand  (1): 


A,  a 

n               — i 

A  7 

3,  JUL 

V.1P 

c  m 

AvAnce 

iUTh 

Prtefe 

t-  e « h  t  r  ■>/ 
E»M 
AuAr'«tv 

SJdtV\ 

W.t>ath 

Wrath 
Glurrcvw 

A  ''A  .1  IC<> 

Wrath 
alvttor,1 
ft-vavi  t't 

SUfh- 

si.  r  Vi 

Ofc-vd  ~  &Jk~j. 

0K«d~>  jLk-f 

C*v~l  A^>  JUufflo*^ 

<£w-3-  ■**  &•*&'■-£> 

(1)   Mod.  Phil. ,  VI,  28. 

(A)       j  /  ■■■  .■>■■■,-  - 


j-l     ,     .  /<■<'. 


^fefe  w  'X 


In^his  contention  M.  Jusserand  is  consistent  with  the 
picture  that  he  has  given  of  the  vagabond  and  shiftless  William 
Langland  in  his  admirable  study  of  "Piers  the  Plowman"  (1). 
That  this  is  not  necessarily  the  only  view  to  take  of  the  author 
Mr.  Mensendieck  has  shown  (2).    Moreover,  the  reduction  of  all 
the  data  concerning  the  lists  of  the  Seven  Deadly  Sins  in  the 
poem  to  the  small  compass  of  M.  Jusserand' s  table  gives  a  false 
impression  on  a  number  of  vital  points.   These  points  are: 
(1)  the  double  mention  of  Sloth  in  B  XIV;   (2) the  number  of  sins 
actually  counted  in  B  XIV  and  C  XVII;and   (3)   the  general  de- 
duction of  M.  Jusserand , that  at  every  first  attempt  at  a  list, 
except  one,  a  sin  is  omitted. 

The  last  point,  of  course,  has  been  a  crucial  one  in 
the  recent  controversy.   Whether  the  omission  of  a  sin  in  any 
one  list  is  due  to  a  mishap  to  a  MS.,  or  results  from  the  poet's 
careless  habits  of  comp.sition,  or  is  demanded  by  the  poet's  de- 
sign, will  always  have  an  important  bearing  on  the  question  of 
unique  or  multiple  authorship  of  the  poem.   All  students  of  the 
"Piers  the  Plowman"   concur  in  the  opinion  that  the  author  of 
the  poem  was  educated  for  the  Church!    Mr.  Menaendioolc,  mo-reo-v-fug-, 
consistently  represents  him  as  a  serious  student  (3).    He  would, 
therefore,  be  too  well  acquainted  with  the  doctrine  of  the  Seven 
Deadly  Sins,  not  to  be  able  to  give  a  complete  list  if  such  had 


(1)    J.  J.  Jusserand,  Piers  Ploj/man: a  Contribution  to  the 

History  of  English  Mysticism."  _  Translated  from  the  French  by 
M.  P.  H. ;  reviewed  and  enlarged- by  the  Author. 


(2)  0.  Mensendieck,  Characterentwickelung  und  ethisch- theolo- 
gische  Anschauungen  des  Verfasser  von  Piers  "the  Plowman. 

(3)  Ibid. 


? 


c 


, 


line  is  given  to  the  specific  mention  of  Wrath  in  this  list.   The 
lines  which  follow  belong  to  Envy;  yet  not  exclusively  either. 
M«ny  of  the  characteristics  of  the  sin  there  mentioned  belong 
rather  to  Wrath  than  to  Envy,  and  there  is  noticeable  dovetailing 
of  the  two  sins  throughout  the  whole  passage. 

Again  M.  Jusserand's  table  fails  to  take  notice  of  an- 
other partial  list  of  the  conventional  seven  sins.    In  B  XX  and 
in  the  corresponding  passus  (XXIII)  of  C  five  of  these  are  men- 
tioned, in  the  order  Pride,  Lecherye,  Couetyse,  Sloth,  and  Envy; 
Wrath  and  Gluttony  are  omitted.    This  li.3t  may  have  appeared 
too  curtailed  to  M.  Jusserand;  but  we  cannot  well  see  why  he  should 
have  neglected  it.    If  the  author  is  careless  enough  to  omit 
one  sin,  why  could  he  not  be  a  little  more  careless,  and  omit  two 
sins?   My  own  judgement  is  that  he  has  given  us  seven  deadly  sins 
^S^not,  indeed,  the  Seven  Deadly  Sins.    The  passage  describes  the 
attack  of  the  forces  of  Antichrist  on  Conscience,  who  is  entrenched 
in  Unity  of  Holy  Church.   The  captains  of  Antichrist's  army,  those 
who  lead  the  attack  and  contribute  most  to  the  overthrow  of  Holy 
Church  are  the  seven  sins,  Pride,  Lecheryo,  Couetyse,  Sloth,  Envy, 
Hyoocrisy,  and  Flattery.    I  believe  the  two  last-named  must  be 
counted,  because  the  author  has  taken  the  trouble  to  tell  us,  be- 
fore any  one  of  these  captains  appeared  on  the  scene,  that  the 
"gyauntes"  of  Antichrist  were  seven  in  number(l).   Why  Wrath  and 
Gluttony  should  be  superceded  by  Hypocrisy  and  Flattery,  is  a 
question  to  which  only  the  author  of  the  poem  can  be  expected  to 
give  a  definitive  answer.    What  reasons  can  be  gleaned  from  a 
carefull  reading  of  the  poem,  will  be  given  in  the  detailed  treat- 
ment of  this  list. 


(1) 


B, XX, 214  &  C,*XIII,215. 


M.  Jusserand's  table,  of  course,  fulfilled  the  purpose 
of  its  preparation,  which  was  to  show  that  only  once  at  a  first 
attempt  did  the  author  succeed  in  giving  a  complete  list  of  the 
Seven  Deadly  Sins.   But  from  what  has  been  said  in  regard  to  the 
list  of  the  sins  in  B.XIVand  C,  XVII  and  that  in  B,XX  and  C, XXI II 
the  completeness  of  the  list  in  B,XIII   assumes  a  less  formidable 
aspect.   X  Still  another  angle  from  which  to  view  the  complete- 
ness of  this  list  may  be  had  from  a  table  which  will  include  the 
revisions  of  the  two  A  lists  in  the  later  texts.    I  am,  therefore, 
submitting  a  table  which  will  be  a  comprehensive  schematic  view 
of  all  the  lists  of  the  Seven  Deadly  Sins  in  the  poem.   For   the 
purpose  of  simplification  wherever  a  list  in  the  same  passage 
perfectly  tallies  in  the  order  of  the  sins  in  two  of  the  text?, 
only  one  list  will  be  given/.    Such  are,  (1)  The  F^iffing  of  Meed 
passage  in  B  and  C,   (2)  The  passage  describing  the  effect  of 
the  Sins  on  the  poor  and  the  rich  in  B  and  C,(3)and  the  attack  of 
the  forces  of  Antichrist  on  Unity  of  holy  Church  in  B  and  C. 
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vi. 
Skeat  dates  the  texts  as  follows:   A  in  the  years 
1362-63,   B  about  1377,  and  C  in  1393.    This  dating  is  generally  ■ 
iJri,.        accj)e,ted.   Mr.  Mensendieck  places  the  age  of  the  poet  at  theaime 
of  the  composition  of  the  A-text  at  thirty  years  (1).    This  is 
the  only  serious  attempt  we  have  to  fix  the  poet's  age.    It  can 
hardly  be  far  from  the  truth;  for  with  about  fifteen  years  inter- 
vening between  the  A  and  the  B-text,  ami  another  fifteen  yearsbe- 
tween  B  and  C,the  author  would  be  sixty  years  old  at  the  time  the 
C-text  was  written,  a  ripe  enough  old  age  for  the  undertaking  of 
such  a^  mfgsee3a&&&g   work.   Assuming  that  these  data  are  fairly 
correct,  we  may  interpret  the  completeness  of  the  list  of  the  Sins 
in  B,XIII  differently  than  M.  Jusserand  has  done.   A  satisfactory 
statement  of  this  interpretation  can  only  be  made,  when  the  poet's 
use  of  the  Seven  Deadly  Sins  has  been  studied  more  narrowly,  and 
we  must  content  ourselves  here  with  simply  indicating  the  general 
conclusions . 

A  young  man  of  thirty  sets  out  to  castigate  the  evils  of 
his  time  in  an  allegorical  poem.   He  has  a  fervid  imagination, 
an  originality  of  conception  and  design,  and  the  courage  of  au^b-^w 
ship  to  leave  the  beaten  path  of  -pmrgrtgfcjg'  models  and  cut  out  a  way 
of  his  own.   He  may,  of  course,  be  presumed  to  have  read  the 
allegorical  poems  of  his  age  like  De  Guileville's  Pelerinage  de  la. 
Vie  Humaine;  but  he  felt  himself  above  the  imitation  of  such  models 
Most  of  the  allegorical  works  of  his  time  were  intended  to  point 
oiiJthe  way  to  heaven.   The  Visions  of  Piers  the  Blowman  were  not 
to  be  such  at  all;  they  were  to  teach  men  how  to  obtain  the  great- 
est amount  of  true  happiness  in  this  world.   Hence  we  must  not  ex- 
pect to  find  his  Sins  always  agreeing  with  those  of  the  semi- 
theological  poems.    He«ga~g&»H  we  find  Wrath  lacking  in  both  the 


(1)    0.  Mensendieck,   Characterentwickelung  und  ethisch-theologi- 
sche  Anschauungen  des  Verfassers  von  Piers  the  Plowman;  1900. 


lists  of  the  conventional  Seven  Deadly  Sins  in  the  A-texts,  we 
may  be  permitted  the  liberty  to  assume  that  the  poet  found  no 
use  for  it  in  his  scheme  and  ruthlessly  cast  it  aside. 

After  fifteen  years  another  edition  of  the  poem,  re 
vised  and  enlarged,  is  given  out  to  the  world.    The  poet  is  now 
forty-five  years  old.   His  youthful  fire  is  gone;  his  ideas  have 
chann-ed;he  has  become  more  conventional.   Perhaps  some  scathing 
contemporary  criticisms  had  meanwhile  been  levelled  at  him  for 
his  unpardonable  sin  -   literary  and  theological  -  of  having  o- 
mitted  Wrath  from  his  reckoning.    At  all  events  he  nam  luJa^  to 
include  Wrath,  and  in  consequence,  gives  us  three   complete  lists 
of  the  conventional  Seven  Deadly  Sins  in  the  B-text.    The  two 
first  are  merely  revisions  of  the  A-lists,  but  the  third  occurs 
in  the  new  part  of  the  poem  -   the  passage  which  deals  with  the 
stains  on  Haukyn's  coat.   Before  he  is  thru  with  the  episode  of 
Haukin,  the  Seven  Deadly  Sins  run  in  his  pen  again.   Envy,  however 
cannot  w^ll  he  used  (1).   What  is  to  be  done?   Had  this  situ- 
ation occurred  in  the  earlier  version,  we  may  suppose  that  the 
poet  would  not  have  hesitated  to  drop  it  without  remorse.   But 
now  he  likes  the  idea  of  Seven's,  having,  indeed,  just  promised 
a  treatment   cf  seven  sins  (  ) .    His  resourcefulness  is  equal 
to  the  occasion,  and  he  avails  himself  of  the  double  signification 
of  or:e  of  the  sins  to  split  it  up  into  two.   Finally,  in  the  last 
passus  of  the  version  he  was  then  working  on,  he  returns  to  his 
now  favorite  subject  of  the  Seven  Deadly  Sins.    But  his  free 
treatment  of  them  in  the  preceding  list  has  purchased  him  free- 
dom from  the  conventional  limits  of  the  subject,  and  he  lightly 
trades  off  two  cf  t'e  sins  for  two  others  thatyfit  his  purpose 

TIT  '  gee  Skeat's  note  to  C, XVII, 58 . 

(2)    B,XIV, 201-203. 


When  the  poet  comes  to  the  last  revision  of  his  great 
work  he  has  aged  another  fifteen  years  and  has,  as  we  might 
naturally  expect,  gone  forward  in  his  conventional  development. 
His  art  is  less  spontaneous  and  free.   Prof.  Manly  sees  in  the 
successive  changes  in  B  and  C  a  constant  deterioration  from  the 
artistic  qualities  of  A.    Changes  there  undoubtedly  are;  but 
whether  these  changes  are  deteriorations  or  not  depends  on  the 
point  of  view.   The  numerous  changes,  tho  at  times  blunders,  may, 
I  think,  generally  be  accounted  for  on  the  supposition  that  the 
poet  was  endeavoring,  perhaps  in  a  misguided  manner,  to  correct 
the  inequalities  of  his  former  work  and  bring  his  poem  more  in 
accord  with  contemporary  canons  of  literary  taste  and  convention. 
An  instance  of  such  a  transposition,  affecting  one  of  the  pas- 
sages in  which  there  is  a  list  of  the  Seven  Deadly  Sins,  will 
illustrate  what  I  mean. 

Haukyn,  the  active  man,  is  a  bit  of  pen  portraiture 
which  deserves  a  place  in  the  gallery  of  Chaucer's  pilgrims.   as 
the  B-text  presents  him  to  us,  he  is  a  delightfully  interesting 
character  -  not  polished  or  refined,  a  creature  of  the  graces 
and  artificialities  of  social  life,  but  a  man  of  flesh  and  blood, 
endowed  with  all  the  follies  and  failings  as  well  as  the  honest 
convictions  of  flesh  and  blood,  who  steps  abruptly  into/the  poem 
no  one  knows  whence,  and  leaves  it  no  one  knows  whither.    t3>  the 
poet,  who  is  traveling  somewhat  in  propria  persona  with  Conscience 
and  Patience,  he  seems  to  be  a  minstrel  (B, XIII, 221) .    Indeed,  he 
describes  himself  as  such,  but  immediately  mystifies  us  by  disa- 
vowing all  knowledge  of  the  minstrel's  craft  and  averring  that 
he  never  yet  received  favors  of  any  lord.    He  even  denounces  the 
whole  crew  of  lazy  wanderers  »aZgd_  says  that  he  hates  idleness, 


as  his  name  Activa  Vita  implies*    I   I  this  assertion  is  no  vain 


boast,  be  appeals  to  his  own  .life. 


'For  ar  I  haue  bred  of  mele     ofte  mote  I  swete, 
And  ar  the  comune  haue  corne  ynough    many  a  colde 

mornynge ; 
So  ar  my  wafres  ben  ywrought     moche  wo  I  tholye. 

(3, XIII, 261-3.) 


Haukyn  is  as  real  a  character  as  the  poet  himself.   Only 

once  does  he  seem  to  fall  in  with  the  allegory  in$?  which  he  has 

become  entangled.   That  is  when  he  apologizes  for  his  soiled 

coat.   He  cannot  help  it,  he  says,  for  he  has  but  one  coat  and 

must  sleep  in  it  at  nights.   But  he  has  had  it  washed 

^in  lente     and  out  of  lente  bothe, 
With  the  sope  pf  sykenesse     that  seketh  wonder  depe, 

And  was  shryuen  of  the  preste     that  gaue  me,  for 

my  synnes 
Te -peHauHee  -paeyenee, and  -pe*»e-i«eH-%e-fede  * 

And  couthe  I  neuere,  by  Cryste     kepen  it  clene  on 

houre , 

That  I  ne  soiled  it  with  sy^te     or  sum  ydel  speche, 

Or  thorugh  werke  or  thorugh  worde     or  will  of  myn 

herte, 

That  I  ne  flaber  it  foule     fro  morwe  tyl  eue  .  " 

(B, XIV, 5-15.) 

The  coat  and  the  man  are  h?>rQ   confounded.   But  Haukyn  recovers 

his  realistic  character,  and  when  Conscience  insists  upon  charity, 

he  asks: 

"Where  woneth  Charite?'  quod  Haukyn     'I  wiste  neuere 

in  my  lyue 
Man  that  with  hvm  spake   as  wyde  as  I  haue  passe^!"* 

(B, XIV, 97- 98.) 

And  at  the  end  of  the  vision  the  realistic  character  of  haukyn  has 

rehabilitate^  itself,  and  he  is  concerned  solely  about  his  material 

coat. 

M,I  were  nou^t  worthy,  wote  god,'  auod  Haukyn     'to 
'  were  any  clothes, 

We  nayther  sherte  ne  shoon     saue  for  shame  one, 
To  keure  my  caroign,'  quod  he."    aM»  iwnjiUM  nm. 

(B, XIV, 329-31.) 

Haukyn  is,  perhaps,  the  only  character  of  such  definite 

reality  in  the  whole  poem.    The  King,  the  bailiff,  the  justice, 


and   the  confessor,  who  discourse  with  Lady  Meed  in  the  first  part 
of  the  poem,  at*e  only  a  king,  a  bailiff,  a  justice,  and  a  confes- 
sor.  The  monks  and  friars  who  crop  up  here  and  there  in  the 
poem  have  no  definite  personality  and  only  represent  a  class. 
Pernel  Proudherte ,  the  Lechour,  und  Sir  Gl_oton  of  the  Confession 
Scene  are  also  only  types.   The  nearest  approach  to  Haukyn  in 
definiteness  of  personality  are  Robert  the_  Robber,  and  the  Wa,lis_h-_ 
man  of  the  C-text.   But  they  have  only  short  roles  to  play,  and 
do  not  interfere  so  persistently  with  the  allegory.   Moreover, 

the  former  is,  in  Mr.  Chambers'  opinion,^  almost  equivalent  to 

(0 
a  common  noun  in  meaning. 

Taking  this  view  of  Haukyn,  might  we  not  suppose  that 
the  author,  in  revising  the  text  of  B,  noticed  the  incongruity 
of  making  him  associate  too  intimately  with  the  visionary  creations 
and  for  the  sake  of  artistic  consistency  decreed  his  extinction? 
True,  the  poet  himself  associates  with  his  abstractions;  but  we 
are  willing  to  grant  even  visionary  ubi luitousness  to  a  poet. 
Dante  in  the  habiliments  of  the  flesh  visits  the  spirit  world  and 
sees  it  all  from  the  lowermost  bit  of  Hell  to  the  heights  of  the 
heavenly  Paradise,  and  we  feel  no  wrench  to  our  sense  of  the 
congruous.   We  would  smile,  however,  if  Dante  met  there  one  of 
his  contemporaries,  who  had  not  yet  "shuffled  off  this  mortal 
coil",  on  a  similar  tour  of  inspection.   We,  of  course,  regret 
the  loss  of  Haukyn.   But  should  we,  therefore,  find  fault  with 
the  poet  for  making  his  work  conform  with  accepted  literary  con- 
ventions?  Perhaps  he  reg'-etted  the  loss  of  so  interesting  a 
character  as  much  as  we  do,  but  felt  that  he  had  no  alternative 
in  the  matter. 
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enumeration  of  the  things  forbidden  by  it  is  very  unlike  the  con- 
ventional Seven  Deadly  Sins.    The  essential  difference  between 
this  and  the  Decalog   lists  of  sins  is  thus  stated  by  Zockler: 

fiic  Dekalcgv~rbote  be  ;reffen,iiiit  alleiniger  Ausnahme  der 
beiden  letzten,  sundliche  Thathandlungen,  im  kirchlichen  Laster- 
heptenar  sind  es  sundige  G-edanken,  oder  Sesinnungen,  vor  welchemj 
gewarnt  ist . (1 ) 

T"e  have  seen  that  the  seven  conventional  sins   -   tho  commonly 
called  deadly,  and  therefore  connoting  heinous,  or,  as  in  the  term- 
inology of  the  Catholic  Church,  acre  properly  mortal,  sins   -  were 
regarded  rather  as  sources  of  moral  delinquencies  -han  actual  sins 
in  themselves. 

Attempts  have  been  made  to  seek  a  Scriptural  basis  forthe 
Seven  Deadly  Sins  in  analogical  interpretations  of  the  seven,  c~ 

m.  (2) 

six,  Canaanitish  nations  mentioned  in  fleut.  V-  1»  and  Jos-  XI-  3* 


One  who  inclines  to  this  view  is  the  Rev.  Mr.  Thomas  B.  Strong,  the 
Dean  of  Christ  Church,  in  &i£  note  to  Le-otrt-re-^  of  the-  Bampton  Lect- 
ures for  the  year  1895.   Ke  points  out 

^how  very  powerful  the  influence  of  the  mystical  method  . 
of  interpretation  was  upon  the  systematization  of  moral  ideas.   A 
similar  account  may  be  given  of  the  origin  of  the  classification  of 
deadly  sins.    It  seems  to  have  been  developed  by  the  monks  of  the 
Egyptian  desert  on  the  basis  of  this  method  of  exegesis.    Origen 
regards  the  nations  whom  the  children  of  Israel  were  to  overcome  in 
Palestine  as  types  of  the  sins  which  occupy  the  soul   of  man. 
•Intra  nos  eteniin  sunt  omnes  gentes  istae  vitioruiB,  quae  animam 
iugiter  et  indesinenter  oppugnant.    Intra,  nos  sunt  Chananaei,  in- 
tra nos  sunt  Pher-ezaei,  hie  sunt  Iebusaei .  '  ( 3)  In  like 

manner  she  six  plagues  of  Egypt  a~9  interpreted  as  means  of  eradica- 
ting various  sins:  '  per  errorum  suorum  figuras  mundo  supplicia  tem- 
perantur(4) ' :  the  earlier  ones  typifying  the  various  temptations  to 


(1)    ZOckler,  lsg£.  cit 


(..)  In  the  first  passage  they  are  named  in  the  crde*-:  the  Hittite^ 
the  Sirgashite^,  the  Amorite^,  the  Canaanite$,  the  Perizzite^, 
the  Hivite^,  and  the  Jebusite^.  The  second  passage  omits  the 
ffirgashites ,  and  enumerates  the  rest  as  follows:  the  Canaanite 
the  Amorite,  the  Hittite,  the  Periz.^ite',  the  Jebusite  and 


(3) 


the    -he   Hivite.  n~,  >    0  <2 JL 

In  Lib.    Jes.    gave.   Koa.    I.    7,    ed    Migne^    I&*Tvt»J3,,*~<>    o  ^ 


(4)        TTTExo-d  7  Vc',  .    WTW,    ed  Migne   Q>AJ,  y-^  n    cJ,  34^ 


which  the  old  world  gave  "a.;'.    Thus  there  is  a  disposition  to  in- 
terpret the  hi-story  in  terms  of  the  various  kinds  of  sin,  but  the 
scheme  of  sins  is  not  precisely  defined. 

The  earliest  mention  of  the  classification  in  the  form 
which  it  finally  assumed  is  in  the  East,  and  it  comes  from  the 
Egyptian  desert.    (1) 

Zockler,   ho  has  made  the  most  intensive  study  of  the 
history  of  t  e  Seven  Deadly  Sins,  also  looks  to  the  deports  of  E- 
gypt  for  the  earliest  appearance  of  the  classification;  but  he  is 
not  inclined  to  attach  **?   undue  importance  to  any  assumed  mystical 
method  of  interpretation  as  its  origin.    He  ascribes  rather  a  log- 
ical and  psychological  origin  to  the  classification.   Mystical 
methods  of  interpretation  did  little  more  than  give  additional 
sanction  to  the  development  of  the  scheme. 

Another  English  writer   -  agai::  an  ecclesiastic 

who  brings  forward  this  mystical  interpretation  of  the  seven  nations 

of  Canaan,  tho  he  does  not  expressly  state  that  the  origin  of  the 

classification  of  the  seven  sins  must  be  sought  for  in  it,  is  the 

Rev.  J.  M.  Neale.    In  his  commentary  on  Psalm  44,  'We  rave  heard 

with  our  e^rs,  0  God,1  he  says, 

Hence  they   the  Jewish  Church  and  thj  Church  of  the 
genjLilejs)  dwell  on  the  seven  Canaanitish  nations  as  types  of  the 
seve>-  deadly  sins.    (2) 

Fie ,  then,  gives  this  scheme  of  the  mystical  signification  of  the 

seven  nations: 

Canaanite  Avarice 

Amorite  Luxury 

Hittite  Sloth 

Perizz.ite  Pri -e 

Rivi'e  Envy 

Jebusite  Ignorance 

Girgashite  Gluttony 

Neale  has  nothing  more  than  a  marginal  reference  to  Polengius  in 


d 


(1)    T.  3.  Strong,  «$&.  cit.,  pp.  259-260.  J?"/.  rr.     ,/  /.P.  ,  /,  </'.• 

(.  )    Rev.  J.  M.  ::eale  and  Rev.  R.  ?.    Littledale,  A  Commentary  on 
the  Psalms.    Th  i  rd  Ed  i  t  .1  on  ,  1879,  p  .  7  6. 
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passage  is  of  importance,  because  it  may  be,  as  Zockler  says, 

eine  einfachere  Vorgangerin  der  SChilderungen  spatere 
Auslegungskunstler,  die  das  betreffende  Jcsua=Wort  Oder  andere 
ahnliche  dazu  benutzen  ein«  Sechzahl  oder  SiebenZahl  bestimmter 
Laster,  g^C^1'-   die  es  zu  streiten  gelte,  mehr  oder  minder  phantaie- 
veil  zu   konstruiren."(l) 

Tertullian  has  several  lists  of  sins,  to  one  of  which 

he  applies  the  term  deli  eta  capitalia;  but  none  of  them  indicates 

any  advance  towards  a  conception  of  S3»  psychological  causes.    A 

tabulation  of  his  lists  will  show  this.  (2) 


II 


III 


IV 


1 . 

homicidium 

impatient ia 

idolatria 

homicidium 

idolatria 

2. 

adulterium 
et  s tup rum 

ira 

fornicatio 
et  moechia 

idolatria 

blasphemia 

3  . 

I'raus 

hoinicidium 

i  omicidium 

fraus 

homicidium 

4. 

concupis- 

odium 

negatic 

adulterium 

centiae  sae- 

culi 

5  . 

lasciviae  et 
s brietates 

avaritia 

blasphemia 

,  stuprun: 

G. 

injustitia 

adulterium 

moechia  ei- 
fomicatio 

falsum  tes 
timonium 

7. 

vanitas 

fraus 

8. 

mendacium 

Of  these  lists  ITos.  IV  and  V  are  alone  deserving  of  special  notice 
on  account  of  questions  of  terminology.   II  o .  IV  contains  the  more 
grievous  sins  that  may  be  committed  (  delictasgrawiora  et  existi- 
osa,  quae  veniam  non  capiant)  in  contrast  to  the  lighter  trans- 
gressions  of  daily  life  (delicta  quotidianae  incursionis) .    That 


(1)         .       .. 

(.)    The  table  is  made  up  of  the  lists  of  Tertullian  recorde 


Zockler,  pp.  8-10.   The  references  to  rnigne,  Patr.  Lat.  for 
the  various  lists  are:   I  -  t.  1,  col.  663-4;  II  -  t.  1 
1256-59;  III-  t.  2,  ccl.  100?.;  IV  -t.  2,  col.  1020;  V- 
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the  list  was  not  intended  as  an  all  enibracin>  o.^e  is  evident 
the  words  that  a1"0  added,  et  si  3u&_alia  violatio  tempi i  I>e_i_._ 
In  list;  V  Tertullian  speaks  expressly  of  sept  em  maculis  cap  i  tali 
delictoruro.   But  in  none  of  these  lists  did  Tertullian  attempt  a 
classification  of  the  causes  cf  sin.    As  Zockler  points  out  (1) 
none  of  t.  e  writers  cf  this  early  time  were  much  concerned  with 
a  categorization  of  the  causes  cf  sin.    Their  list  are  designed 
solely  to  record  sins  of  peculiar  heinousness.    But  their  termino- 
logy (d_elicta_  cagitaliaj  principalia)   appropriated  by  later  wri- 
ters as  designations  of  capita]  '-'ices  in  the  sense  of  cai  ses  cf 
sins  may  h  ve  led  tc  later  confusion  of  tl  -  terms. 

none  cf  these  Patristic  lists  suggest  a  psychological 
basis  for  the  categories  of  sins.    The  beginning  of  such  classi 
fication  is  seen,  when  we  come  tc  St.  Gregory  of  Nyssa,  and  St. 
Augustine.    The  former  makes  an  attempt  to  deduce  all  sir:  from 
the  three  faculties  of  the  soul   -   the  rational,  the  concupiscible. 
and  the  irascible . (2)    Prom  the  first  come  such  sins  as  Denial 
of  Faith,  Judaism,  Heresy,  Idolatry,  and  Magic;  from  the  concupisci 
ble  passion  arise  Formication,  Adultery,  Sodomy,  etc.;  and  Murder 
and  D^eds  of  Violence  come  from  the  irascible  passion.    St.  Au<3st- 
ine  centres  all  his  attempts  to  reduce  sins  to  certain  general 
causes  around  the  threefold  lusts  cf  I  John  I,  16.    Such  attempts 
ar^  made  it:  the  Confessions  (X ,  ',o ,  41,),  in  the  Commentary  oi 
Psalms  (Ps.  VIII, -5,  fin) ,  and  in  the  treatise  De  vera  religions, 
cap.  38,  70.    At  another  place  in  the  Confessions  (  III,  :,  16) 

4 

the  three  sinful  lusts  arc^  said  to  be  the  sources  oi'  a  numberAvices 


(1)  Op^.  cit.  p.  10-11. 

(2)  Kp  is  tola   canon  ica  ad   Letoium,   Migne,Patr.    Grraec,    torn.    41 

col .    223   IT.   ' 
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foe  to  the  monk's  progress  in  spirituality,  but  at  the  same  time 
the  hardest  to  overcome.    Oi'  the  intermediate  sins,   he  five  fol- 
lowing Gluttony  are  assumed  to  result  from/4  yield       that  vice 
in  such  a  way -that  one  sin  begets  its  successor  in  thelist.   Whan 
these  temptations  and  hindrances  to  ascetic  perfection  of  life 
were  overcome,  the  victory  was  by  no  means  complete.    Complacency 
with  the  work  accomplished  led  to  Vain  Glory;  and  this,  in  turn, 
led  to  consummate  Pride. 

2.    The  absence  of  Envy,  too,  is  Zockler  thinks,  a  good 
indication  of  the  monastic  character  of  the  list;  for  the  peculiar 
habitat  of  this  sin  is  not  the  cloister,  but  the  world  beyond 
its  pale,  where  the  right  of  private  property  obtains.    Zocmkler's 
suggestion  in  this  regard  is  interesting,  but  not  altogether  con- 
vincing.   There  may  be  other  things  beside  wealth  to  excite  envy. 
Besides  if  the  monks  of  this  age  could  not  acquire  and  harbor 
money,  what  meaning  has  the  qreek  term  for  avarice  -  a>/Aa j> yvf' ^ 
which  Cassian  translates  by  the  Latin  am o r  pecuniae.  (1) 

But  perhaps  frfe*  bea$  indication  of  the  monastic  character 
of  the  lists  is  the  presence  it:  it  both  of  Mcroseness  and  Sloth. 
The  former  translates  the  Greek  word  XvTT7( »  Latin  tristitia,  and 
the  latter  the  Greek  word  atfn^itf.   ,  which  in  the  later  Medieval 
lists  was  Latinised  to  accidia.    Moroseness  is  more  of  a  spirit- 
ual sin  and  consists  of  disgust  with  the  things  of  God  and  the 
spirit.   Acedia  is  somewhat  similar  to  it  in  that  it  also  consists 
ii  a  monks  disgust  for  his  cell  and  the  practices  of  asceticism, 
but  it  differs  from  the  other  vice  in  having  a  more  material  or- 
igin in  the  sluggishness  of  the  body.   Hence  it  is  generally  re- 


(: )        "T-rtlum  philargyrie  quod  intelligitur  avaritia:  vel  ut  pro- 
■•  amor  pecuniae  .  "    De  inst 
•  i  Migne,  Fatr.j  ; .  ,  t.0,  • 
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ferred  to  as  the  midday  demon  (Ps.  91:6^-  Ja,/*u  wis  /**e<r*/ B/>fos) 
Vulgate:  daewcn  meridianus)  ,  because  it,  is  principally  d 
heat  of  midday,  -./hen  the  long  fas^",  which  was  begun  in  the  morning, 
makes  the  monks  work  most  burdensome,  that  re  is  most  likely  to 
fall  <  victim  to  the  onslaughts  of  this  vice.   This  monastic 
vice  has  somewhat  the  characteristics  of  our  modern  idea,  of  sloth; 
but  not  altogether,  since  the>~e  is  much  of  the  spiritual  element , 
akin  to  Moroseness  in  it.    It  is  interesting' to  note  how  in 
later  writers,  from  Pope  Gr<        n,  altho  the  sin  might  indif- 
ferently be  called  tristitia  or  accidia,  it  is  only  the  spiri 
side  that  is  accentuated.   Not,  until  we  come  down  tc  the  works  cf 
pure  literature,  more  than  theology,  of  the  fourteenth  century 
do  we  find  the  idea  of  slothfulness  or  laziness  really  a  serting  it 
self. 

The  earliest  known  treatise  on  the  monastic  ogdoad  is 
the  long  -fork  of  Evagrius  Ponticus  (ca.  -kST.    %J  against  Anatolian 
called  the  Antirheticos.    This  work  has  not  been  preserved  to  us, 
but  abridgements  of  it  exist  in  Latin,  Greek,  and  Syriac.    The 
La tii]  treatise,  entitled  De_  octo  vitiosis  cogitationibus  ad  Ana- 

tolium,  has  been  known  to  theological  students  since  the  sixteenth 

0 
century.    The  3reek  abridgement  was  first  edited  by  Bigot  in  1680, 


(1)  The  facts  here-  recorded  are  taken  from  Zockler's  monogr; 
Evagrius  Ponticus:  Seine  Stellung  in  der  altchristlichen 
Litteratur  u"  '  ■  ich,  Oscar  Beck,  1893. 

-  '  The  Greek  and  Latin  texts  "are  printed  in  Migne,  Patr. 
Graec.  ,  ton:.  40.  c^.  /zyt-jji?*   / HJi3~/^Ji7/   ^v  /*?3-/^j-/t 


Another  undoubted  work  of  Evagrius,  in  which  the  sins  appear,  is 
the  Mo •  ach os,  or-  Capita  practica  ad  Anatolium.  (1)  In  chpaters 
7-22  admonitions  Qre  given  to  monks  in  regard  to  the  warfare  to  b< 

t 

These  testations  arise  from  the  eight  vices,  enumerated  in  the  or- 
der of  the  Antirheticos. 

A  generation  after  Evagrius  (ca.  42o  A.fl.)  we  meet  the 
sins  in  two  otrc>-  monastic  writers  -  Ililus,  a  Greek,  and  John 
Cassian,  a  Westerner.   Both  were  disciples  of  St.  John  Chrysostom. 

ere  eminent  in  monastic  life.    Cassian  later  on  became 
Abbot  of  Marseilles,  and  a  great  advocate  of  monasticism  in  the 
southern  part  of  Gaul.    It  is  thru  him  that  the  West  fell  heir 
tc  the  monastic  ogdoa<sU.   Both  Nilus  (2)  and  Cassian  (3)  differ 
■from  the  enumeration  of  Evagrius  in  that  Wrath  comes  fourth  in  the 
list  and  Moroseness  fifth.    This  change  of  order  enables  Cassian 


(1)  Preserved  in  two  versions  in  Migne ,  Patr .  Graec. ,  torn.  40, 
col.  1221-1243,  and  col.  1243-1251.   T  For  the  relation  of 
these  two  versions  to  eachother,  see  Zockler's  monograph 

on  Evagrius  Ponticus,  opp .  cit . ,  pp.  ,' 

(2)  Of  chief  interest  to  us  is  the  treatise  "On  the  Eight  Spirits 
of  Evil,"  in  Migne,  Patr.  Graec . ,  ton:.  79,  col.  1146-1164. 
Sce   Zockler,  monograph  on  the  Seven  Deadly  Sins,  pp.  30-3:., 
for  a  synopsis  of  this  treatise.    There  are  four  other 
treatises  on  the  eight  vices  among  the  works  of  Nilus;  but 
their  authenticity  is  in  doubt.    For  this,  see  Zockler's 

monograph,  pp.  32-34.    -    Eor  reference  to  these  four 
treatises  in  Migne,  see  below,        &A  , 

(3)  The  one  treatise  is  Xte  institutis  coenobiorum,  Migne,  Patr. 
JOl-'/'fc2-'  ^t  • »  t0!j:'  49»  col  .-^?=-^f^r  The  other  work  of  Cassian's  i:  tl 

Fifth  of  the  Collations,  that  from  the  Abbot  Serapion,  in 
Migne,  Ibid . ,  col.  609-642.    -    The  works  of  Cassian  are 
translated  with  prolegomena,  prefaces,  and  notes  by  E.  C.  S. 
Gibson,  in  the  Select  Library  of  Nicene  and  Post-ITicene 
Fathers,  Second  Series,,  Vol.  22,  1894,  pp.  161-641. 
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to  classify  the  eight  vices  under  four  heads,  to  which  he  gives 
the  general  name  efficientia  (1).   &n   apparently  logical  classi- 
fication results,  w  ich  may  be  tabulated  thus: 

(gastrimargia 
not:  sine  actione  carnali      ( 

( fornicatio 

(philargyria 
commota  causis  ext^insecis    ( 

(ira 

(tristitia 
commota  causis  intrinsecis    ( 

(acedia 

(c.enodoxia 
sine   ulla  actions    carnal i  ( 

(superbia 

Thc  weakness,  however,  of  this  schematization  is,  that  a  consistent 
method  of  classification  is  not  carried  thru.    The  four  interior 
sins  of  the  list  are  paired  off  according  to  their  exciting  causes, 
whereas  the  two  pairs  of  vices  at  the  beginning  and  end  of  the 
list  are  placed  in  juxta-position,  because  they  either  do,  or  do 
not  imply  bodily  action  in  passing  over  from  the  vice  into  the  sin- 
ful act.    It  may  be  due  to  this  want  of  agreement  between  the 
parts  of  the  quadripartite  schematization  that  none  of  the  follow- 
ers   f  Cassian  in  their  treatment  of  the  eight  vices  adopted  it. 
The  order,  however,  of  Cassian' s  vices,  which,  as  said  before  was 
that  of  ITilus,  became  the  norm  with  later  writers,  and  Evagrius1 
enumeration,  by  which  ira  and  tristitia  exchanged  places,  found 
few  followers. 

The  monastic  scheme  of  vices  remained  intact  for  over 
150  yeurs,  until  Pope  St.  Gregory  the  Great  took  hold  of  it  and 
remodeled  it  on  another  basis.    The  passage  in  which  this  is 


(1)    Collatio  V,  Migne,  Patr.  Lat.  torn.  49,  col.  609 
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made  to  hinge  rather  irrei£y«ntly  -e«-  the  s^ccii.i  part  oi'  the  verse 
of  Job,  xxxix,  25,  "He  smell ed  the  battle  afar  off,  the  thunder- 
of  the  captains  and  the  shouting  (y_ulgate:  Procul  odoratur  bellum, 
exhortationem  ducum  et  ululat ■  -.n:  exercitus)  .    The  battle  is  the 
attack  of  the  vices  o>.  the  castle  of  the  human  soul.    Pride  (su- 
berbia)  is  at  once  the  queen  of  the  vices  and  the  first  to  attack. 
When  the  soul  has  been  weakened  by  this  initial  and  worst  onslaught 
the  other  vices,  seven  i   number,  enter  in  and  make  easy  prey  of 
it.    These  vices  are  in  the  order  named  by  Gregory:  VainGlory, 
Envy,  Wrath,  Iftloroseness  (tristitia) ,  Avarice. Gluttony ,  and  Lechery. 
These  seven  vices  flow  from  Pride,  and  are  referred  to  as  Captains 
of  the  Army  (duces  exercitus) ,   according  to  the  text  of  Job,  or  as 
the  Offsprings  of  Pride  (soboles  superbiae) ;  or  they  are  simply 
called  capital  vices  (capitalia  vitia) .    The  army  is  made  up  by 
giving  to  each  of  the  sever:  vices  a  cohort  (caterva)  ,  consisting 
01  the  sins  that  flow  from  the  capital  vice.  (2) 

The  order  in  which  Gregory  enumerates  the  capital  vices 
is  not  fortuitous.    A  definite  plan  lies  behind  it.    The  first 
five  vices   -   Vain  Glory,  Envy,  Wrath,  Moroseness,  and  Avarice 
are  referable  to  conditions  of  the  mind;  the  remaining  two 
Gluttony  and  Lechery   -   pertain  to  the  body.    Between  the  two 
last-named  sins  there  is  assumed  to  be  a  physiological  nexus,  by 
means  of  which  the  former  may  become  the  cause  of  the  latter. 
The  mental  vices  a>-c  given  in  a  series  of  interlocked  causes  and 
effects.    Vain  Glory  is  said  to  beget  Envy,  because  if  one  is 


H)    Moral ia,  lib.  xxxi.  cap.  xlv.  Migne ,  Patr .  Lat . ,  torn.  76, 

(2)    ?c  the  filiae,  as  Gregory  also  calls  them,  of  these  vices, 
s*e  below,  p. 


4  d 
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that  a  person  may  be  addicted  to  one  of  the  middle  sins  of  the  ser- 
ies, such  as  Sloth  or  Wrath,  without  being  first  gluttonous,  and 
then  lecherous.    ?°nce,  if  the  idea  of  progression  is  to  be  held 
to,  the  series  must  represent  not  so  much  a  posterity  of  seven 
generations^— etrfe-  a  family  consisting  of  a  head  and  a   brood  of  vices, 
This  conception,  too,  of  the  interrelation  of  tf-e  vices  admirably 
fits  the  Scriptural  passage  (Kccli.X.15) ,  "The  beginning  of  every 
sin  is  pride."   Pride  is,  therefore,  the  root  whence  all  the  other 
sins  spring.    Hence.they  o.re,  to  a  certain  extent,  brought  on  an 
equal  footing  of  maliciousness.    Nevertheless  we  are  not  called 
upon  tc  throw  aside  all  ideas  of  the  progression  of  one  vice  from 
its  immediate  predecessor  in  the  series;  only  this  progression 
does  not  occur  in  the  crude  ivay  in  which  it  happens  ivi  the  >!:o:;astic 
writers. (1)    ?h^   way  in   which  Gregory's  list  must  be  understood 
is  that  there  -may  be  «.  progression  from  Vainglory  thru  Envy,  Wrath, 
trjstitia,  and  ending  in  Avarice,  thus  embracing  the   spiritual 
vices;  but  this  progression  need  not  necessarily  be  assumed,  else 
why  the  common  generation  of  all  the  sins  from  Pride?   Gluttony 
and  Lust,  as  carnal  sins,  are,  of  course,  isolated  from  the  rest. 
As  pointed  out  above  Gregory  assumed  a  physiological  nexus  betw  en 
these  two  by  whicl  the  former  was  the  cause  of  the  latter. 

How  operative  the  number  Seven  may  have  be-   i     -  iso- 
lation of  Pride  is  a  debatable  question.    Zcckler  seems  to  regard 


(1)   Cf.  Cassianus,  Collato  V,  cap.x.  Migne,  PL.  t.49,  col. 621, 

"S^x  tamen  priora,"  Yd"  est,  gastr imargia,  fornicatio,  philar- 
gyria,  ira,  tristitia,  acedia,  quadam  inter  se  ccgnatione,  et, 
ut  ita  dixerin:  concatenatione  cormexa  aunt,  ita  ut  prioris 
exub^rantia  sequentis  efficiatur  exordium.    Nan:  de  abundantia 
gas  :-.rimargiae  fornicatio,  de  i  omicatione  philargyria,  etc. 
necesse  est  pullulare,  ideoque  simili  contra  ha«c  modo  atqu^ 
eaden:  ratione  i-ppugnandum  est,  et  a  pra^c^dentibus  semper 
adversus  sequ^ntes  cpo^tet  nos  inire  certa;::ina.  " 
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the  idea  with  favor,  because,  perhaps. he  attaches  sc.        t  to  the 
probable  influence  of  Prudentius  on  Gregory.    The  Christian  pcet 
has  a  heptad  of  sins  in  the  Psychomachia  (Lib.  V.  21-683),  con- 
sisting cf  veterum  cultura  deorum,  libido,  ir_a»   superbia,  luxuria, 
avaritia,  and  discord ia,  as  opposites  of  the  seven  virtues,  fides 
pudicitia,  patient  ia,  humilitas,  sob'-ietd.s,  op  "ratio ,  and  concord  ia. 
A.  ain  in  the  Hamartigenia  (Lib.V.  405-422)  he  introduces  the  seven 
Canaanitish  nations  (Jos. VI. 3  and  Deut.VII.l)  as  warring  against 
God.    He  docs  not,  it  is  true,  let  them  typify  any  special  seven 
vices;  but  others  had  done  this  before  him,  and  Gregory  may  very 
well  have  seen  a  special  mystical  interpretation  in  the  allusion. 

We  must  finally  discuss  two  changes  made  by  Gregory  that, 
perhaps,  indicate  the  greatest  break  from  the  monastic  tradition. 
Thes»  are,  first,  the  introduction  of  Envy  into  the  list,  and  se- 
condly, the  fusion  of  Acedia  and  Moroseness  into  cne  vice.    But 
neither  of  these  changes  need  offer  a  valid  objection  to  the  thQQry ji 
that  Gregory's  classification  is  but  an  adaptation  of  the  older 
one.    In  regard  to  the  first  change,  Envy  had  gained  a^uasi 
recognition  aS/|Capital  vice  even  before  Gregory.    The  treatise, 
"On  the  Opposition  of  the  Vices  and  Virtues,"  whether  by  Nilus  or 
another  monastic  writer ( j ) ,has  Envy  inserted  in  the  list  between 
Vainglory  and  Pride.    Again  Zockler  is  of  the  opinion  that  the 
sermons  of  Caesarius  (     ),  who, always  included  Envy  in  a  list 

(1)  /foyos    jrfbs    EvMytov  Tfe/f    TaS    avv)uyovs,   T&v    a/STav    tfaA/as 
(Tractatus  ad  Eulogium  de  vitiis,  quae  opposita  sunt  virtu- 
tibus)~,  Migne,PG.  t .  79,  col. 1139-1144.   The  insertion  is  ^  , 
made  somewhat  crudely,  and  it  is  not  clear  whether  Envy  t^voios) 
is  intended  as  a  sub-sin  of  Vainglory,  or  whether  the  number 
of  vices  was  raised  to  nine  by  putting  Envy  on  a  plane  of 
equality  with  the  others.    Perhaps  the  former  suggestion  is 
the  more  likely,  because  no  virtue  is  mentioned  as  the  op- 
posite of  Envy.    -   For  doubts  as  to  the  genuineness  of  this 
Nilusf?)  tract,  and  the  ascription  of  it  tc  the  Hermit  Marcus, 
see  Zockler,  op?),  cit.  p. 33  and  Note  40. 
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•  -    uperMa  -i'T,  but  such  ae  have  a  general 

influence  over  all  sins. 

Hence  two  m.°sf  i»r's  m  juire  solution:- 

(1)  Is  cupiditas,  as  the  root  of  all  evil,  the  same   as 
avaritia,  the  capital  vice? 

(2)  Is  super-Ma,  as  the  beginning  of  all  srn,  the  s^fi  as 
the  super-Ma  which  some  writers  ataeast. include         -•  capital 
vic*^? 

^ 

(1)    "If,"  says  RAade  (l),  "cup id itas  is  indeed  to  mean 

an  improper  love  of  riches,  there  fa"  >>e  no  doubt  of  its  sub- 
stantial identity  with  the  capital  vice  called  avaritia.   But  it 
is  possible  that  the  same  unregulated  a]  etite  for  worldly  goods 
may  act  in  more  than  one  way.    Hence  in  reflecting  upon  the  term 
radix,  St.  Thomas  says:- 

cupiditas,  secundum,  quod  est  speciale  peccatum,  dicitur 
radix  omnium  peccatcrum  ad  similitudinem  r;       rboris,  iuae 
alimentum  praestat  toti  arbori,   Vidernus  enim  quod  per  divitias 
homo  acquirit  facultatem  perpetrandi  quod'curoque  peccatum.    (Summa, 
I.  2.  Ixxxiv.  I.) 

"Now  this  is  very  different  from  the  action  of  avaritia 
in  its  capacity  of  final  cause.    The  possession  of  weal- 
all  crimes  easier,  and  thus  does  cupidi tas  play  the  part  of  ra- 
dix;  hut  when  avaritia  is  called  a  capital  vice,  this  is  because 
all  manner  of  sins  are  likely  to  >>e  committed  on  the  way  towards 
the  miser's  goal.    In  the  miser's  case  a1!  the  sinful  acts 
count  as  ants  of  avaritia  -  for  all  acts  are  specified  by  their 
finis   -   but  sins  prompted  by  the  possession  of  wealth  may  hn   of 
an"  kind,  ^n:  there  is  no  absolute  reason  why  any  one  of  I 

(">  )   Pp.  242-24  . 
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should  fail  'ififir  avaitia.   Hence  avaritia,  as  radix,  is  no1 


capita"1  ^ir'«.  even  though  itsmej       ■  admittedly  appet  1  tiis  j_n- 

ordinatus  divitiarum,  and  St.  Thomas  contrasts  radix  both  with 

initium  and  v  itium  can i* ale  :  - 

superbia  dicitur  esse  initium  orcnis  peccati  secund 
rationem  finis,  et  secundum  eamdem  rationem  accipitur  principali- 
tas  vitiorum  capital ium  -  -  -  -avaritia  autem  dicitur  radix  secun- 
dum alian  rationem.   .(Summ,  I ,.  ?t  lxxxiv.  4.  ad  4.) 

<)Hr.  0U*JLe  fpr*^  **-***#  ck  *JUri~~  ^  it  <uc^4  ^u^rzc^  *L**>,  /<£±+y,: 
(2).  "The  question  about  superbia  does  not  admit  of  a 

f/T.fc   Mltef  fr'»~c~' a&*~<-  *~*U- '»'-«'•    J3 

similar  answer.   There  were  two  courses  open  to  St.  Thomas:  either 

A 

to  reckon  sunerhia  among  the  capital  vices,  and  then  to  argue 
that  its  function  as  initium  was  other  t^atvche  function  as  capjAt: 
or  to  exclude  it  from  the  seven,  but  still  allow  it  a  general 
supremacy  and  influence  over  all  vices.    The  former  course 
impracticable,  because  St.  Thomas  was  not  prepared  to  argue 
initiun:,  like  radix,  was  wholly  distinct  from  finis.    In  point 
of  fact  he  declares  expressly  that  superbia  rives  rise  to  all 
manner  of  sins  because,  propria  eypanentia  is  t}  e  su'preme  finis 
acknowledged  by  every  sinner;  and  this  is  an  admission  that  super- 
bia  and  the  capital  vices  do  not  act  secundum  eamdem  rat  loner. 

Manifestly,  then,  super-Ma  cannot  be  one  o^  the  seven  vices,  or 

o 
■no   mver  of  initiation  will  be  i°ff  to  the  others. 
A 

Tradition  was  here  of  some  assitance  to  St.  Thomas,  for  many  var- 
iations had  appeared  in  the  list  of  capital  vices,  and,  in  particu- 
lar, the  t°H!is  superbia  and  Jr^nJJL_ gloria  had  alternated  so 
frefliv  that  neither  could  claim  to  bo  orthodox ^w  I  must  explain, 
however,  that  the  preference  for  on<       ir  tbe  other  np^.ri  not 
necessarily  mean  more  than  the  choice  of  a  "'crd .        For  no  one 
would  rave  denied  that  "^^riij,,  might  conveniently  bear  the  sense 

It)  £w  v-**^e,  **,  aL^,  j*f».  £$=£&<  fir  ffy  7/ J  74  j 
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cf  .i  nan  is  -lorja,  and  the  selection  of  the  la  ter  term  need  not 
imply  the  rejection  of  superbia  on  philosopl  Lea]  ;rounds.    On 
the  cth°r  hand,  it  is  possible  to  differentiate 

'   > ■■  j. p  r i  n r i h   with  the  deliberate  intention  of  placing  the  former 
outside  the  capita]  vices.   Hence  in      rii  z   various  authoriites, 
it  may  be  quite  misleading  to  discriminate  between  then:  on  the 
-round  that  one  catalog**  includes  superbia  while  another  omits 
it.    Tbe  difference  may  be  important  or  it  may  signify  not] 
at  all.    St.  Thomas  himself,  I  think  does  not  cinceive  that 
there  is  any  reed  of  active  controversy,  nor  do«       lance  the 
various  authorities  against  each  other  witi   n;   ^etence  cf  exact- 
itude:  but  the  writer  habitually  named  by  him  is  Gregory,  and 
the  special  point  of  Gregory's  teaching  i :  tl    superbia   ght  not 
to  be  identified  with  i nan is  gloria,  but  raised  above  all  the 
capital  vices.    There  ara    two  opinions  St.  Thomas  tells  us:- 

quidam  enim  ponunt  superbian:  unam  1o  vitiis  c        us, 
et  hi  non  ponunt  inanen  gloriam  inter  vitia  capitalia.    Gregorius 
autem  superbiam  ponit  reginam  omnium  virtutum,  et  inanem  gloriam, 
quae  immediate  ab  ipsa  oritur,  nori  +  vitium  capitale.    (Sumrna, 
2.  2.  exxxii.  4.  (i) 

"Gregory's  position  is  then  justified  :- 

superbia  enim  importat  inordi   '  tiae. 

Ex  omnj  autem  bono  quod  quis  appet'it  quamdam  perfectionem  et  ex- 
cellentiam  consequitur;  at    ideo  fines  omnium  viticrum  ordina 
in  finem   uperbiae:  et  propter  hoc  videtur  ouo>i  habeat  qua1" 
generalem  causal i tatem  super  alia  vitia,  et  non  debeat       '  ri 
V.    infer  specialia  vitiorum  principia  ^uae  sunt  vitia  capitalia.  (IbidJ 

jg  With  seme  slight  variation'  of  terminology  St.  Thoi 

'    \   always  holds  to  this  opinion.   He  regards  Pride  as  a  special? 

k   Of  peccatum,  yet  recognizes  its  general  influentia  over  all  sins 

s.    ^N   (Sumrna,    2.    2.    clxii.    8)."    ^ 

x  >  1 

\  A'further  on  flearW '-hows    that    the    confusion   of    i  nan  is 


I" 


$    > 


honors    and    adulation    fV;e    sinner   comes   nearer   to   conscious    self- 
exaltation   than    ii"1   drunkennes.,    avarice   or  any  other  vice.  Was*r~fa&>~^~ 
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j    ore  limited  than  Pride,    it   e    "     ■  9   ive  indulgence  i 
cert       I  '^+'  Pwide,  whereas  Pride  covers  every  action  w] 
proceed   out  of  contempt  v^**  Go-1  and  man. 

"So  fa**-,  then,  2^.,-v"-°<-e  are  two  schools  <~"T  opinion,  one 
0f  Which  includes  superbia  among  the  capital  vices,  while  the  ot- 
her omits  it.  St.  Thomas  clearly  belongs  to  the  latter.    But 
for  that  very  reason  it  is  important  to  observe  that  he  freely 
allows  the  use  of  superbia  as  synonoymous  with  in a" is  Gloria . . 
Regarded  as  the  initium  omnis  peccati.  Pride  is  not  a  capital 
vice,  but  to  hestow  upon  *"v^  capital  "ic*5  more  suitably  called 
ir.ar.ir  gloria  the  aar^e  of  superbia  is  a  practice  so  general  that 

St.  T^o^a-  himself  repeatedly  gives  boti ;es   as  though  he 

v/^rfl  indifferent  which  should  >>»  preferred.    Thus  in  the  very 
quaestio  which  contains  the  true  doctrine  of  superbia  we  reads 

felicitas  est  perpectum  bonum  ad  quod  pertinet  excellentia  vel 
claritas,  quam  appetit  superbia  ,r^"!  inanis  gloria.   (Suimna,  1,  2, 
Ixxxiv.  4.) 

llThe  yel  merely  signifies  that  the  two  names  are  alternatives 
and  exactly  the  same  alternative  is  found  in  the  j)e  Malo  (viii.l), 
•   in  the  Commentary  on  the  Sentences  (ii,  D.  xilr,  Of,    ii.  ?) . " 
Before  proceeding  to  an  investigation  of  the  vices 
themselves,  St.  Thomas  establishes  in  what  sense  one  sin  can 
be  the  cause  of  another.    He  reaches  the  conclusion  which  we 
have  indicated  above,  that  it  is  only  in  the  sense  of  final  cau- 
sation that  this  can  he  so. 

•Dicitur  ergo  vitium  capitale  uno  rnodo  acapite  proprie  .licto; 
.  et  secundum  hoc  peccatum  capitale  dicitur  peccatum  quod  capitis 
^  poena  punitur.    Sed  sic  nunc  non'  intendimus  ie  capitalibus  pe£/  ~ 
?\catis,  sed  secundum  quod  s1  i^Torio  dicitur  peccattim  capitale,   prout 
^taphorice  significat  principium  vel   di^ectivun  alinrum;  et 
ic  dicitur  vitium  capitale  ex  quo  alia  vitia  oriuntur,  et  prae- 
3k  cipue  secundum  originem  causa  finalis,  quae  est  formalis,  origo, 
5*  ut  supra  dictum  est  (Surnma,   1.  2.  viii.  6,  et  lxxii.  6).   E4" 

J'  ideo  vitium  capitale  nftn  solum  e  !  i  aliorum,  sed  etiam 

est  directivum,et  quodamodo  ductivum  alioru  .     S<=rrr>«r-  a-nim 
>    ars  ve]  habitus,  ad/^uem  pertinet  finis,  principatur  e4-  imperat       ». 
a  Circa  ea  quae  sunt  ad  finem«    Unde  Gregorius  huiusmodi  vitia  t«A*  ?"<  « 
"     cU^Jh*<ls   -<v^^:/«^*,  /^^W"  (S~~—«t   /  4.    7xxx,V.  3 J- 
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Assuming    the   above. St •    Thomas    in    the    corpus    of    the 

Article    (IV)    ex    lains    the   method    for    investigating   how  one   vice 

^*>.   be   derived    f>ont   another.  His  main   principle    is    that 

ilia  vitis   dicuntur   capitalia,    quorum   fines   he  bent,  qua 
da^  rriririniiies    appetitum  mo^end  J    rationes.    (Summa,    n  .    ?.vi*fyyxiv  ."*©- 

A  <^V,  c,J 

Before  proceeding  with  the  analysis  of  the  ways  in  wl 
tite  could  be  stimulated,       t  inquire  into  what  St.  Thorn, 
means  by  anpetltei  in  this  passage.    T>-e  human  soul  to  St.  Thom- 
as, a  view  which  he  inherited  from  St.  Augustine  is  twofold  in 
its  nature.  iiK*'Ars- man  is  midway  between  the  anima]  -vorv'  and  the 
spirj  tua.1  wo»*ld  his  scul$  partakes  of  b  o th  rrrrr^-^^if^-^- — ^^--   h& 
H-niinii  igatftd  the  higher  and  the  lower  soul.    Either  of  these 

h*\>(>   two  functions   -   one  of  apprehension  o^  an  ohject,  the  other 

is 
of  attraction  to  nr>  object  when  it^perceived  ^s  good.    The  di- 

vison  of  the  human  soul  may  Vfl»  graphically  repvesented(l) . 


%uti^o      -       Jh*£tJ%^-£^4s-  cX-WtVlfT**  &sf< 


W~  have  to  investigate  what  the  relation  of  v  ■' 


*  \<  \ s  to  the  other  parts  fo  the  sou]  v^r^  tabulated.   It  is  St. 
jl  Thomas'  unmistakeable  teaching  that  Will  is  an  appetitf faculty (2) 

Its  nature  is  to  tend  towards  a  ] ai  neti  t-  / 

^    I        et  _'  Lafiftg .   But  the  line  of  demarcation,  is  that  wl  lc>  ex- 
<*$(  i  ts  between  body  end  soul,  in  the  more  restricted  use  cf  the  lat- 
ter term.    The  Will  is  altogether  free  from  the  influence  cf 
bodily  organs.   "Por^   says  Heade  in  discussing  the  point,  "if 
|v  its  M"he  \i"n,cJ  action  were  physically  conditioned,  the  wj 

V:  (1 )  Hegard,  of  course,  is  only  had  a.         ;        ■■   of  the 

i  sou")   which  underlie  thf  moral  conception  of  St.  Thomas:  and 

^  b.  of  thse  only  such  are  considered  as  have  bearing  on  the 

*""  question  of  the  Seven  Vices. 


83 


0 

i 

? 

Is,  i :  i . 

. 

: 



^  b . 

: 


84 




• 


_ 
'o    z  i  ■ 

.   .  __ 



b*     u 

__  - 

L 

- 

i u 

... 

_  - 


on 


C 


JL W 

■ 


■ 

S 

. 

; 

s_ ___  : 

________    T  | 

.  Jove. 

_a 
,  and 

sin,  or 

_i 

_■_  -  ■     ■  meant  by  appetitu; 

at 

1  :  (1)  bonu  mi  exterius. 

. 


: 

\ 

- 



: 
? 


- 
: 
3 1 e ,  luasi  per  a liquid;    sic 

aCS   is  to  say. 

i 

. 

: 

: 


_______         jonug  cc _.__  .  C 

: 
: 

■ 
.  .  .       .  .  .  .1.0. 

:■ 

1 

J£r  self . 

. 


.    3^  

Q         ic  : 


87 


, 

. 

, 

-• 

j 


: 

:    . 

A 


- 
lolude  it. 

9    9Lf. 

- 
: _  

\  r 



K |  / 


I 

■ 


- 

; a  t 

- 


- 


.    called  B]  St. 

,    or  -. 

i  i  .  tn  Para. 


90 


_________     ■ . 

- 

- 


91 


e 


. 


" 


I 
'■ 

La.    avariti 


: 


1 


1 
-    • 


93 


* 
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. 

But-rf...   .w^eai    "  -    is  l,':    sufficient   of  the    thi 

I    see  ao   rtasjii,    for   instance,   vhy   the   nuatc  -      ^  ««,„    not 

b'3     «duwu      b(J     i  . i     a  "  '  etUg9fBe  U  t  . 

T  j. re    to    regard    th.9    coital   vices   as      ryj^df  finales 

/tne/  ia.  To 

to,  ^a 
A 

the  testimony  of  St.  Bonaventur°  himself.    Indeed .  Zocicler 

?*         iot"  *"'%'*  *»i    -0  -enta^ion  of  the  Sc'-c*?  stic  treatr«=  *. 

I  v"  -    *■  ",  to  take  the  Thomistic  argumentation  on  * 

subject,,  because  it  seems  to  me  the  best  representative  treatise 

an.3  the  more  Upgie^lly  satisfactory.    I  do  not,  however,  find 

the  we>aif"p?^  of  St.  Bonaventure*  s  fjrs  +  scheme  to  v«  tvp  +  which 

-o  himself  points  out,  since  that  might  h«»  only  a  qui  ble  or 

a  question  of  terminology.    No**  ^o  I  o^je^t  to  the  d*»duc4"'rtT  r>f" 

t.h*  first  fou**  sins  ( ^nnayv  -•  ^      ava^itia   -Ti'">-i5  li«xu**ia)   since  +-v"' 

<-d^    -•  4-o~-i  or*-;  -  honj   et -■  .   tho  somewhat  »atriifl   ^"  -  ■;  — -.  i  i^r-  tvo 


"a^  things  a  ■?  St.  T^Of-w1  v'  •  -*"0C  «B«-~.T1no  ^->i°»*  +•*»•»« 
vices  are  in  p-eneral  d«duc»d  i>  the  san'S  way  as  they  ar-R  i>-> 
St.  Tbor~as,  sinc»;  a3  t^4  latter  explains,  prosecutio  boni  ai 
f-^iga  mali  *r<»  r»:*pe<*tivoly  but  post ti-  .--> 

__  ..       i^ea.   What,  how*-"*?**,  :cnstitues  a  vital  difference 
betwflfl"  the  schemes  of  the  two  writers  is  the  deduction  of  ir- 
vidia  and  ira..    Unlike  the  logical  and  psychology  a!!  distinct- 
ion At uinas  :e£,''».  VBtw=">n  these  two  vices,  Bonaventure  -■  --•<-- 
riiff^rentiates  therc  a:  f«   f       V.-^e-l:"  evil,  which 
i_.iv id ia,  and  fuga  from  an  oy^^ior  evil,  which  he  calls  j_TJ_> 
The  former  may  be  AmiM-t^-i  with  tv>e  >>o,"i'>?  a.^\*rot  n1°  St.  Thomas 
frota  which  point  of  view  Bonaventure* s  i nv i  d  i*  would  'b*5  «r?  +-"l~ 
♦>>•?.+  of   Aiuinas,  i.°.  a  sense,  or  belief,  that  the  excelle^a 
of  another  deprives  us  of  our  jTct  aeed  of  glory.    In  St.  V. 
however,  this  feeling  is  no*  assumed  to  be  accompanied  vy  ■  " 

;         -■     4.1-  *.  4-vo  o^r.oTTo-  p  o-p  q^nt^or  WOrkS  en  iy,^"v"'  *" 

,,„  tv^*  ^Arr>-..}~  pr_H  i«»ads  to  »*«venge.   We  have  seen  above  * 
it  is  froic  the  "e.ry  presence  o**  absence  of   this  de~i   fcr   ro- 
vengs  that  S'-  T         xiaa   his  distinction  bsfreen  the  two  vi- 
ces.   St.  Bonaventure,   en  the  contrary,  by  making  ir*  res^^t 
fyn«.  a  desire  to  avoid  an  evil  fros;  without  [fugej  apparent  is 
■all  ext^ri «>yi.s)  t  misses  the  whole  point,  or,  it  all  evex.t^ 

iizi   his  conceptic  .  clear.   Per  if  i^a  is  a  fv.zH  apparent!, 
.  iri oris,  we  will  »*  first  be  led  to  believe  that  it  is 
the  companion  vice  to  avaritia.    This  view  receives   on"ri1"ra*ir,r: 
w^ori  w*  examine  the  second  scheme  (3)  of   St.  Bonaventure,  in 
which  these  very  two  vices  (avaritia  and  ira)  are  3lassed  together 
as  attributable  to  the  animal  soul,  and  w«»         aapted  '■ 

e  that  this  psychological  coacf.pt  of  the  two  vie       have 

nthor  i^tn  the  too  close  parai  1. el  i.sir  of  parts  3  n"^!L 


9n 


o-r  t-Q  first.  scheme.   Even  in  the  third  scheae,  where  the  vie* 

rs  as  a  genuinely  intellectual  one,  the  definition,  sub 
ratione  se.r.;rjtatis,  is  nc*  -•  ffuciently  cl*ar,  since  the  safety 
here  desired  may  as  well  he  nothing  wore  than  a  fuga  mali  exter- 
ioris. 

The  laclc  of  a  definiti,  elean-cut,  conception,  that 
I  have  pointed  out  in  regard  t0  i^a  may  as  easily  be  shown  in 
regard  to  r»?>*2.7  a!2  th<=  other  vices.   Thu*.,  for  instance 
invidia,  ^'-0:  n~  s  'y-'it*  different  meani  g  in  the  three  scl 
Besides,  the  piling  up  $k  proofs  that  Khe    '     f  *v~     ;*~' 
wi(;«s  can  be  but  seven,  as  tho  this  were  so  when  vi«wed  from 
every  point  of  view,  rather  weaker.-  +*a   argument  that  they  r11:-* 
seven  and  no  more.   For   .ir.c°  ^*  ^:  only  a^  saus#  finales  that 
Wc  r»r5"  ---^  •  •■    i«.  i  ■  he  £  *   v+?.i  :  a  workable  scheme  of 
classification  iir.",a**  which  to  group  all  the  sins  that  :an  be 
conaitted ,  it  is  evident  that  -      r -~   that  aspect  should  they 
be  censiisred.   This  St.  Thomas  has  don*.   St.  Bonaventure, 
9T1  +y,a   oth«r  ^h  s-««"ia"v  in  S:^3ne3  B  and  C,  grounds  bis 
view  or.  i-  too  a°cha4ical  basis,  which  is  not  convir  ttg  • 

Contemporaneously  with  Sts.  Thomas  and  Bonaventure, 
other  wit*rs,  under  the  cc-  .....   impulse  of  Scholastic  thought 
aided  in  establishing  the  £flMMtf*»  doctrine  of  the  Seven  D 
Sins  as  f*  .    I  *—-\    *h«»  f-z  of  doctrinal  develop- 

ment was  reached  by  the».   Down  t'>  the  prese:  t  lai  cc  rendia 
cf  thaclogy,  used  in  seminaries  for  Catholic  7~iests,  in'  iriably 
follow  in  their  chapters  O"  the  capital  vicns  the  *■>•«'>  ant,    *? 
the  Scholastics,  and  esp«ciaPy  of  St.  Thomas  Aquinas,  just  as 
in  the  century  following  him  John  Gerson,  AT"-''',V';  1-°">  of  P- ■--' 

1429)  3id  In  his  C   -endiv   *-1      <7f;  *■— <X   <,sfc^SlniiES^- 
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There  are  two  treatises  of  Wyclif  on  the  Seven  Deadly 
Sins.   The  one  forms 'a  part  of  the  third  book  of  the  Trialogus(l) , 
The  other  is  a  separate  tract  edited  by  Thomas  Arnold (2).    Both 
works  are  thought  by  their  editors  to  be  from  the  pen  of  Wyclif, 
and  no  one,  as  far  as  I  know,  has  questioned  their  genuineness. 
The  Trialogus  is  a  three-cornered  conversation  carried  on  between 
the  fictitious  characters,  A'ithias,  Pseustis,  and  Phronesis. 
Alithias  is  a  woman,  and  represents  philosophy;  Pseuatis  and 
Phronesis  are  man,  and  represent  the  captious  reasoner  and  the 
true,  honest-minded  theologian  respectively.   The  expositionOf 
Wyclif's  views  is  confided,  as  might  be  expected,  to  Phronesis; 
Alithias  is  the  honest  inquinor  after  truth  and  asks  questions 
which  serve  as  hinges  for  Phronesis  to  hang  his  disquisitions  on.; 
Pseustis,  when  not  in  a  doze   -   One  can  hardly  blame  him,  con- 
sidering the  dullness  of  the  discourse   -   essays  the  role  of 
profering  subtile  objections  to  the  arguments  of  Phronesis,  who 
always  assails  them  with  unbounded  success,  but  at  the  same  time 
with  a  great  deal  of  virulence  towards  their  author.   Unlike  the 
Trialogus,  the  English  tract  is  a  direct  expression  of  the  ideas 
of  Wyclif.    (3) 


(1)  Gctthard  Lechler,   Joannis  Wiclif  Trialogus  cum  Supplemento 
Trialogi.   Edition.  .    Oxford^,  Clarendon  Press,  1869. 

(2)  Thomas  Arnold,   Select  English  Works  of  John  Wyclif,  Vol. 
Ill,  chap,  ix;  pp.  119-167.  OUf<^~~u~  fr^.   /^^-*- 

(•'3)    The  statements  here  given  are  based  on  the  introductions 
of  the  two  editions  just  cited. 


The  two  'vorks  aggrea  so  well  in  the  main  points  of  their 
treatment  of  the  Sins,  that  in  absence  of  any  contention  of  their 
Wycliffite  genuineness,  we  may  be  permitted  to  consider  them  to- 
gether and  let  them  mutually  explain  and  supplement  each  other. 

In  each  treatise  before  the  Seven  Deadly  Sins  are  at 
all  discussed,  the  distinction  is  pointed  out  between  deadly 
(mortale)  and  venial  sin.    Herein  Wyclif  is  at  variance  with  the 
usual  interpretation  of  the  terms,  according  to  which  a. deadly, 
or  mortal,  when  it  is  so  heinous  that  it  deprives  the  soul  of 
the  friendship  of  God  and  exposes  it  to  the  danger  of  eternal 
perdition,  whereas  r<  is  venial,  if  the  offense  against  God  is  of 
a  magnitude  less  than  infinite;  the  latter  sort  would  not  condemn 
a  soul  to  Hell,  if  not  pardoned  before  death,  but  would  have  to 
be  expiated  for  in  Purgatory  ,\J)    Wyclif1  s  classification  differs 
from  this  altogether.   According  to  him  that  sin  alone  is  deadly 
which  God  will  not  forgive,  and  which  consequently  ^/ill  alone 
cause  the  death  of  the  soul,  i.e.   the  punishment  of  Hell.    Such 
is  only  the  sin  of  final  impenitence.    All  other  sins  are  venial, 
because  we  may  obtain  pardon  (venia)  for  them.   But  he  admonishes 
the  abstaining  from  all  sin,  because  sin  by  depriving  us  of  the 
grace  of  God  ,  hardens  the  heart  and  thus  may  easily  lead  us  into 
the  deadly  sin  of  final  impenitence . (2) 

In  the  English  tract  Wyclif  explains  his  order  and 
distribution  of  the  Seven  Deadly  Sins  in  the  following  paragraph: 

MA1  maner  of  synne  at  comes  to  man  is  of  sum  enemye 
contrary**  to  his  soule.    o   fende,  and   o  worlde,  and  mannis 

r  i 

ovme  flesche ,  stiren  hym  to  coveyte  ageynes  Gods  wille.   And  so 


(1)  Cf. 

(2)  Trialogus,  Lib.  iii,  cap.  5;  pp.  144-145.    Ed.  Arnold,  III 
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